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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this study was to assess and report the perceptions and attitudes of
residents of Berkeley, Charleston, and Dorchester Counties, S.C. toward environmental
resource and growth issues, with emphasis on the aguatic resources and habitats. The specific
objectives were: (1) to determine the perception toward various naturd, environmentd, and
socid resource issues of the Greater Charleston Harbor Areaamong tri- county residents; (2)
to determine the importance placed on various scenic, culturd, and natura resources of the
areq; (3) to assess the degree to which residents have noticed change in resource conditions
over time, and their fedings toward the development of aregiona management plan; and (4) to
determine any inconsstencies in attitude between subgroups of the population by comparing
sociodemographic categories within respect to specific variables.

A random digit diding telephone survey of 350 tri-county resdents was conducted in
July 1997 a Clemson University. The survey was voluntary. Of the 743 residents who were
contacted, 393 individuals refused to participate in the study, resulting in a 47% response rate.
Respondents rated 16 natural resource and environmental management issues on a 5-point
agreement scale, 6 scenic/cultura/natura areaissues on a 5-point importance scale, and
provided background information on 10 sociodemographic variables. Initid data anayss
conssted of computing frequencies (number and percent of responses) and descriptive satistics
(means and standard deviations) of the survey variables. Further data analysis conssted of
inferentia statistical tests to determine whether or not socio- demographic subgroups of the

population differed sgnificantly in their atitude toward the issues under discussion.



It was found that 139 (39.7%) respondents came from Charleston county, 111
(31.7%) from Dorchester county, and 100 (28.6%) from Berkeley county. Most respondents
were long-term resdents, averaging about 21 years in the tri-county area. Lessthan 7% owned
waterfront property and less than 3% owned boat docks. The mgority of respondents were
college educated, actively employed, and had household incomes in the $20,000 to $60,000
range. The 36-55 age category had the most respondents.

Responses to the 16 management issues indicate that resdents overwhelmingly agree
that protection of the environment isimportant. Residents are in favor of protecting both
wetlands and the habitat of shoreline nesting birds, even if it would incur a cost to themselvesin
terms of |ess access to these areas. They are in favor of development restrictions when
necessary to protect wetlands and loca fisheries. Residents fed that historical and archeologica
stes are dso important and should be protected. They are supportive of community boat docks
that would lessen the impact of private ones on the environment. Thereis concern that the
water in the Harbor and surrounding rivers and creeksis not clean and safe for svimming and
that it might not support a hedthy fishery in the future. Thisis noteworthy snce they indicate
that it isimportant to them that there be localy caught fish and shellfish that are safe for human
consumption. Thiswas the management issue on which residents had the strongest fedlings.

Resdents of the tri-county area generdly do not fed that the benefits of growth and
development outweigh the negative consequences to wetlands, water quality, and fisheries. They
beieve that growth should only be supported if it is done in an ecologicaly acceptable manner.

Therefore, it is not surprisng that they arein favor of aregiona management plan that would



protect environmenta resources while allowing needed growth and development. Interestingly,
resdents of the tri-county area do not seem to blame tourism for causing the growth and
development which concerns them. They recognize that tourism has improved the economy and
would like to see it continue asamgor industry in the area. Perhaps there is an awareness that
tourism is aAcleaner() industry than many others.

Scenic and culturd vistas, and natura areas were important to resdents, and were
frequently rated as very important. 1t made little differenceif the vistas were of the Charleston
Harbor, marshes, wetlands, forests or scenic byways. All were rated important or very
important. Respondents adso felt aregiond management plan that would create naturd
vegetation buffer zones was very important to protect these visua resources, aswell asto
protect fishery habitats.

Because resdents were rather homogeneous in how they rated the management issues,
there were few dgnificant differences found in how different sub-segments of residents felt about
the issues. More educated and longer term residents generdlly tended to have stronger opinions
about most management issues. Senior citizens (over 55 years) tend to fed less strongly about
certainissues. It must be noted that many of the senior citizens said that they were unable to get
out to enjoy the scenic areas and, therefore, responded neutraly or negatively when asked if
they frequently visited scenic or culturd attractions. However, there was dill asignificant
difference in the srength of their fedlings about the importance of protecting historica and
archeologicd stes, as wel asthe need for aregiond management plan. Although therewas a

datisticaly sgnificant difference in the responses of those over 55 from the rest of the age



groups, it isimportant to note that al residents agreed that these resources are important and
should be protected by aregiond management plan. It is especidly important to note that in the
case of dl differences, the difference is only in the extent of the opinion and not the direction of
the opinion. Both overal as well asin subgroups, the repondents were very postive in their
attitudes toward the vaue of and the protection of the environment.

It was of particular interest for this study to determine if resdents of the tri-county area
percaived any change in the abundance of edible fish and shellfish during their resdency in the
area. About an equal number of respondents felt that the edible fish had decreased (39.7%) or
stayed the same (32.0%) during their resdence. Only 5.7% felt that there had been an increase
in the amount of edible fish. Many residents (22.6%) felt that they smply did not know whether
there had been a change in aundance of edible fish. Opinions on this question are likdly to vary
with how long respondents have lived in the area. Although there was a Sgnificant difference
between length of residence and their opinion about change in abundance of edible figh, itis
difficult to interpret these results in a meaningful manner. The most that can be inferred is that
perceptions differ in this regard and that length of resdency is not a determining factor in regard
to these perceptions. Since these results are somewhat inconclusive, perhapsit is more
important to emphasize that responses to other questions indicate residents are concerned about
the hedlth of the fishery, both now and for the future. They dearly indicated their belief that
water resources are not safe now and need protection for the future.

Conclusons are provided, based on the available data. However, there are limitations

to the satements. One limitation is that this datais specific to tri-county resdents and must be



consdered with that in mind. This survey explored severd resource management issues. The
issues addressed provide vauable information as to the perceptions and attitudes of arandomly
selected sample of resdents of the tri-county area on theseissues. However, an additional
limitation of this studly is that the results presented in this report are of those respondents who
were willing to participate in the survey. Therefore, the results may not reflect opinions of
residents who were not at home or who refused to participate. Asaresult, caution should be

exercised in extrapolating results to the broader population.
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INTRODUCTION

Sustainable development should be the god of both planners and residents when
confronted with issues of growth within the community. Sustainable devel opment was defined
by the Brundtland Commission (1987) as devel opment which meets the needs of the present
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. The
Commission contended that sustainable development has avery palitica agenda, inthatitisa
process in which the exploitation of resources, the direction of invessments, the orientation of
technologicad development and indtitutiona change should dl be in harmony, and enhance both
current and future potentiad to meet human needs and aspirations. As Redclift (1991) asserts,
the important thing to notice about this gpproach is that it regards sustainable development as a
policy objective and god. This places the responghility for problems and the palitica will to
overcome them in the hands of loca resdents.

Gill and Williams (1994) contend that growth management is the most gppropriate
method for achieving sustainable development. Growth management plans offer aguidance
system to implement the vision that a community has of its desired growth. The god of growth
management is to enhance the benefits of growth while mitigating the consequences.
Recognition that growth isaloca concern is centrd to the concept. While thereis no one set of
appropriate techniques for growth management, land use planning in which various aspects of
growth are used to enhance the pogitive and limit the negative impacts of growth is the centra
component of a growth management gpproach. Growth management tools include impact
andyses (e.g., environmenta impact analyss, carrying capacity andyss, socid impact andyss)

and regulatory systems (environmenta controls, development right transfers, zoning uses).



As part of developing a growth management plan for sustainable development, opinions
of the resdents within the affected community must be taken into congderaion. Therefore,
research into the attitudes of residents toward various development issuesisavitd dement of
the planning process and a method of mitigating adverse socid impacts.

One component of aAcompetent community@ in which the community is able to cope
with changes or problemsis that it Aachieves aworking consensus on gods and priorities)
(Ayres and Potter 1989). According to Ritchie (1985), areasonable degree of consensus
between resdents and members of the business community about the desired direction of
development is an important ingredient of long term successin achieving sustainability
development. The need to attain and maintain complementary views among resdents of the
community concerning the nature and level of development in order to achieve a consensuson
growth issuesiswidely recognized (Cook 1982, Lin, Sheldon and Var 1987, Murphy 1983,
Ritchie 1988). Consensusis particularly important when changes within a community are under
condderation. Pogitive attitudes on the part of both leaders and residents toward any change
within a community are important. Any sgnificant difference in atitudes toward change will
make it more difficult to initiate and implement any locd action successfully (Ayres and Potter
1989). Therefore, proactive consensus building at an early planning stage in the growth and
development process of a community is dways preferable to reactive conflict resolution.

Tourism is frequently the engine that drives development and growth within
communities. Many studies have been conducted that assess the attitudes of residents toward

the impacts of tourism on the community. One of the first of these sudies (Rothman 1978) was



conducted in two beach resort communities. It was found thet virtualy every aspect of
community life is affected in some way by tourism, resulting in changes of patterns of behavior
by resdents. The resdents were generdly satisfied with their communities, with thisbeing
attributed to the economic benefits from tourism and the extended period of time in which
residents had been coping with tourism. However, it is possble that tolerance of the impacts of
touriam in this instance was related to the seasond nature of the industry, since another study
conducted the same year had conflicting results. A study of the residents of Cape Cod by
Pizam (1978) found substantid support for the hypothess that heavy tourism concentration on a
dedtination area leads to negative resident attitudes toward tourism development.

The socid implications and costs of tourism devel opment were the focus of astudy of
two Canadian cities by Cheng (1980). It was found that with increased tourism devel opment
community values and objectives may change. Incrementa changeisrarely controlled, and
therefore, becomes problematic from a planner=s viewpoint. The sgnificance of incrementd
changeisthat it involves many decison-makers who are interested in Sarting projects, not in
hdting development. Therole of government is reflected in policies thet favor tourism
development, which tends to increase the pressures on host communities by stimulating
incrementa development. While entrepreneurs are usudly ready to seize opportunities for
tourism development, a vaued qudity of life may be logt for resdents if the development
process goes too far. Uncoordinated growth cannot be assumed to be a blessing for everyone.

Therefore, community values and god's need to be identified, with the socid consegquences of

different levels of tourism development evaluated againgt these values and gods. A community-



oriented plan as opposed to a business-oriented plan should be selected and implemented. The
Study points out the potentia for differences in atitudes toward devel opment depending on the
amount of economic or palitical benefitsto be gained. Economic benefit to the community is
usudly the cornerstone for support for development and growth. However, the economic
benefits may not outweigh the socid and environmentd codts to the community.

Also of concern, when implementing sustainable resource and growth development at
the locdl level are differencesin the perceptions and importance that resource managers and
loca resdents have for resourceissues. Severad resource management studies have shown
differences in how professond resource managers and the public perceive resource issues and
even sustainable development ( Clark, Hendee, and Campbell 1971, Driver 1974, Harris 1979,
Hendee and Harris 1970, LaPage 1983, Lucas 1964, Moeller, Larson and Morrison 1974,
Peterson 1974, Wellman, Dawson and Roggenbuck 1982). The studies have aso shown that
resource managers are often incorrect in their perception of how they think the public perceives
or will perceive certain resource management issues.

Two of the earliest sudiesilludtrate the differences that recreation resource managers
and visitors can have with respect to the values of outdoor recreation. Clark et a. (1971)
surveyed visitors and managers of selected devel oped campgrounds in Washington State,
Vidtors generdly reported high ratings on a number of the more traditiona camping vaues such
as experiencing Asolitude and tranquility@ and appreciating Aunspoiled beauty. Managers
subgtantidly underestimated the importance of such vaues to campers, gpparently unable to

rationdize these vaues with use of developed campgrounds. The gpparent incongruity of visitor



vauesis evident in response patterns to two motivation itemsin particular. Nearly two-thirds of
the vigtors rated Asolitude and tranquility@ as very important, while only about one-quarter rated
Agetting away from people other than my camping partyl as very important. Inasmilar sudy of
Minnesota tate parks, Merriam, Wald, and Ramsey (1972) found that users defined these
areas primarily in terms of recregtion, while managers defined them in terms of naturd arees
designed for preservation. A third study of thisissue focused on an urban landscape resource:
The Univergity of Washington Arboretum (Twight and Catton 1975). Vigtors were found to be
more oriented to preservation and naturaness of the area than managers and less oriented to
scientific, educationd, and horticulturd aspects. In al three studies, vigtors define the study
aress primarily in terms of what they use them for rather than the purposes for which the areas
may have originaly been established.

Two more recent studies have added additiond ingght to thisissue. Wdlman et d.
(1982) explored how well managers were able to predict the motivations of vistors to two
nationa park areas. Cape Hatteras National Seashore (a recreation areawith substantia off-
road vehicle use), and Shenandoah Nationa Park backcountry (anaturd areg). Statisticaly
ggnificant differences were found between vistor and manager ratings on Sixteen of 22
motivation items a Cape Hatteras and eight of 25 motivation items at Shenandoah. The authors
suggest that the greater convergence of vistor and manager perceptions at Shenandoah might
be explained by the fact that this areais more traditiond in environment and use within the
nationd park system than Cape Hatteras. Tentative support for this hypothessis offered by a

gmilar sudy of ski-touring on nationa forest lands in Colorado (Rosenthal and Driver 1983).



Very close agreement was found in this study between vigitor motivations and manager
predictions. This study areawas dso primarily undevel oped backcountry more conventiondly
associated with outdoor recrestion.

Four studies have included components which examine the different perceptions of
vigtors and managers of recreation impacts and problems. The findings have been highly
consstent: managers are much more perceptive of such issuesthan vigtorsin al areas sudied
including devel oped campgrounds (Clark et d. 1971), wilderness (Peterson 1974), roaded
forest lands (Downing and Clark 1979), and non-motorized recreation areas (L ucas 1979).
Impacts and problems studied included litter, vandalism and theft, human waste, environmental
impacts at campsites and dong trails, water pollution, wildlife disturbance, excessve noise, rule
violations, and conflicts between recregtionists.

The third broad aspect of recreation investigated by this group of studies are attitudes
and preferences for areamanagement. Thefirst of these studies focused on vidtors and
managers of three western wilderness areas (Hendee and Harris 1970). Vistors were asked to
rate the extent to which they agreed with an extengve list of wilderness attitude statements,
policy and management dternatives, and appropriate behavior items. Wilderness managers
were asked to predict vidtor responses. Broad agreement was found on two-thirds of the
items, but disagreement on the remaining itemsillustrated severa important misconceptions of
managers. Managers overestimated visitor support for facility development and the prevaence
of "puridf attitudes (e.g., many vistors did not object to use of helicopters for management

purposes though managers thought they would). Managers aso anticipated strong opinions



from vistors who were actudly neutra or had no opinion on management issues. Ladtly,
managers underestimated the responsiveness of vigtors to measures of behaviora control (eg.,
camp clean up requirements and restrictions on trail shortcutting).

Nearly dl the above studies have speculated on why differences in perception exist
between managers and visitors. A popular theory suggests that managers are more oriented to
the naturd environment and traditiona conceptions of outdoor recregtion by virtue of their
professond training in the natura sciences, especidly biology, their rurd residence, the
professond missions under which they operate, and their experience with the natura
environment, both generdly and specifically on study Stes. Another theory suggests a process
of sdlective perception reinforcing the managers attitudina and perceptud predispositions.
| naccurate assessments of visitors may aso result from the fact that managers most often come
into contact with voca and opinionated visitors who may not be representative of most visitors
with more moderate or less-developed views. And, findly, managers own attitudes may affect
their perceptions of recregtion visitors. a manager's opinion of what visitors should prefer may
well influence his or her view of what vidtors do prefer (Heberlein 1973). But regardiess of the
reason why, it is evident that managers and visitors of outdoor recreation and other resource
management areas often hold different perceptions. Neither can be consdered "correct.” But,
vigitors are an important part of the outdoor environment, and managers should seek out
objective measures of vigtor attitudes, preferences, and perceptions. Similarly, whether users
of the resource in question are loca resdents, rather than vigtors to aremote location their

opinions are equaly critica and should be polled rather than Smply assumed.



Sustainable resource management and, therefore, sustainable regiona development of
the Greater Charleston Harbor Area necessitates an assessment of environmenta, economic,
and human resource inputs at the loca level. Decisions about these resources have important
impacts for resdents. It istherefore vital to assess resdent attitudes concerning issues that may
have an impact on thar qudity of life aswell as an impact on the sustainability of natura
resources within the Greater Charleston Harbor Area. This study proposes to address these

iSsues.

Problem Statement and Purpose

The assessment of the perceptions and attitudes of residents of the tri-county area
(Berkeley, Charleston, and Dorchester) is necessary for the management of the Greater
Charleston Harbor areafor environmenta and socia purposes. The purpose of this study was
to assess and report the perceptions and attitudes of residents of the tri-county area toward
environmenta resource and growth issues that have arisen during the environmenta assessment
phase of the Charleston Harbor Project. Thus, the necessary socia component will be added

to the environmenta assessments dready completed, facilitating sustainable development.

Objectives

The following objectives were pursued to address the stated study purpose:

1. To determine perceptions of various natura, environmental, and socia resource issues of
the Greater Charleston Harbor area among tri-county resdents.

2. To determine the importance placed on various scenic, cultura, and natura resources of
thisarea.



To assess the degree to which residents have noticed change in resource conditions over
time, and their fedings toward the need for development of aregiona management plan.

To determine any incongstencies in attitude between subgroups of the population by
comparing sociodemographic categories with respect to specific variables.



METHODS

Study Area

The tri-county area of Berkeley, Charleston, and Dorchester counties in South Carolina
comprised the study area. Within the tri-county area, selection of residents was further
restricted to individuas living within a20-mile radius of Charleston. Since thisstudy is
associated with the Charleston Harbor Project and local issues, avery loca population was

ected for inclusion.

Instrument Development

The telephone survey questionnaire was devel oped by personnel of Clemson
Universty-s Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management and the S.C.
Department of Natural Resources, Marine Resources Divison. Input for survey questions and
review of the survey insrument were provided by personne of the Charleston Harbor Project,
Ocean and Coasta Resources Management Office, S.C. Department of Health and
Environmenta Control.

The survey instrument consisted of 16 natura resource and environmental management
issues, Six (6) scenic/cultura/natura area resource items, and 10 socioeconomic/ background

guestions (see Appendix A).
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Study Sample and Telephone Survey

A random-digit telephone survey was conducted of 350 tri-county residents (18+ years
of age) during July 1997. The number of surveys completed in each county was. Berkeley
(100), Charleston (139), and Dorchester (111). The survey was conducted during evening
hours and Saturdays by Clemson University by the Sociology Department=s Computer Assisted
Telephone Interviewing (CATI) Laboratory. A totd of four re-dias were made on unanswered
phone numbers before they were dropped from the sample. There were 743 individuas
contacted, with 393 refusing to participate in the voluntary study. Thisresulted in a47%
response rate of those contacted.

When respondents answered the phone, they were asked to voluntarily participate. If
they volunteered, their county of residence was obtained. They were then asked to indicate
how much they disagreed or agreed with the 16 management issues, usng a 5-point rating scae
ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. Next, respondents were asked how important
to them were the six scenic/cultura/naturd arearesources. A 5-point importance scale was
provided for their reply, ranging from very important to very unimportant.

Background information was obtained on how long resdents had lived in the tri- county
area and their waterfront/boat dock ownership patterns. Related to these lengths of residence
and property ownership questions was an item to detect if residents had noticed any changein
the abundance of edible fisvshdIfish over time. Additionally, respondents were asked to
indicate their gender, age, education, income level, employment status, and household size. The

survey ended with an opportunity for respondents to make open comments that would help with

11



the sudy. For the exact wording of items, the rating scaes, and comments, see the insrument
in Appendix A and commentsin Appendix B of thisreport. The comments have received little
editing in order that readers may form their own opinion about the meaning of the comments and

therefore, prevent any researcher biasin the interpretation.

Data Analysis

Initid dataanalys's conssted of computing frequencies (number and percent of
responses) and descriptive statistics (arithmetic means and standard deviations) of the survey
variables. Relevant results were tabulated for discussion purposes. Further data analysis
condgted of inferentid datistica tests (including t-tests, analyses of variance [ANOVA], and
chi-square tests) to determine whether or not sociodemographic subgroups of the population

differed sgnificantly in their attitudes toward the issues under discussion.
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RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

The results and interpretation of the findings are presented in three sections. Firdt, a
profile of respondents, including both sociodemographic characteristics and residence and
property ownership characteristicsis provided. Next, respondent opinions regarding the 16
management issues and the 6 scenic/cultura/natural area resources are discussed. Finaly,
comparisons of subgroups within the sample to determine differences between

sociodemographic groups are reported.

Sociodemographic Char acteristics of the Sample

Sociodemographic characteristics of the respondents are presented in Table 1. These
characterigtics include gender, age, education, employment status, income, and number of
people in household. Totas of lessthan 350 indicate arefusd to answer individud items by
some residents.

Gender. The majority of respondents were femaes (54.9%), while maes consisted of
45.1% of the sample.

Age. Agewas measured in three (3) category levels. The age range of 36-55 years
had the most respondents (47%). About equa portions of respondents were young adults
(26.9% in the 18-35 year range) and senior citizens (26.3% over 55 years).

Education. Respondents were fairly well educated, with nearly 60% (58.3) of them

having some college training or a college degree. Approximatdly athird of them were college
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graduates, with another 11.8% having additiona post-college/professona education. Only
4.9% had less than a high school education, and afourth were high school graduates.

Employment Stiatus. Nearly 60% of tri-county respondents were currently employed.

The second most represented groups were retirees (21.8%). Eight percent (8%) of
respondents were full-time homemakers and another 3.7% were classfied as students.

Income. Incomes reported represent the total annual household income, including all
members. Mog of the incomes fdl into the middle-income range of $20,000 to $60,000
(62.4%), with one-third (33.7%) having incomes of $40,000 to $60,000. Higher income
households were represented by approximately 28% of respondents (greater than $60,000),
while lower income households (less than $20,000) comprised 9.3% of the sample.

Number of People in Household. The mean (average) number of people per household

was nearly 3 (>_< =2.79). A third (34.2%) of households had two members, while about afifth
(23.3%) of them had three and another fifth (19.8%) had four members. Single member
househol ds represented 14.1% and households with five or more persons comprised about 9%

of the sample.
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Tablel. Sociodemographic characteristics of respondents.

Number of Per cent of
Sociodemographic Characteristics Respondents (N) Respondents (%)
Gender
Femde 192 54.9
Mde 158 45.1
Age
18-35 years 93 26.9
36-55 162 46.8
over 55 91 26.3
Education
< High school 17 4.9
High school graduate 87 25.0
Some college 87 25.0
College graduate 116 33.3
Post grad/professional 41 11.8
Employment Status
Employed 208 59.6
Retired 76 21.8
Full time homemaker 28 8.0
Student 13 3.7
Other 24 6.9
Income (annual for total household)
< 20,000 28 9.3
20,000 - 39,999 86 28.7
40,000 - 59,999 101 33.7
60,000 - 79,999 50 16.7
80,000 - 99,999 20 6.7
> 100,000 15 5.0
Number of People in Household (x =2.79)
1 49 14.1
2 119 34.2
3 81 233
4 69 19.8
5 18 5.2
6 9 2.6
7 3 0.9

1 X represents the mean value or average value
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Residence and Property Ownership Characteristics

Residence and property ownership findings of tri-county respondents are summarized in
Table 2. These characterigticsinclude: length of residence, county of residence, waterfront
property ownership, and whether a boat dock exists on the waterfront property.

Length of Residencein Tri-County Area. Resdents had lived in the Berkeley,

Charleston, Dorchester tri-county areaan average of 21.45 years. Nearly one-half (45.7%) of
resdents had lived in the tri-county areafor over 20 years. Another quarter (25.3%) of them
had lived in the area between 11 and 20 years. Only 17.9% had lived in the areafor 5 years or
less. Thus, theinformeation being provided in this sample is coming mainly from longer term
residents of the study area. Length of residence in the tri-county areaAcould( be an important
factor influencing respondents: perception of natural resource management, importance of
issues, and notice of change in conditions over longer time periods.

County of Residence. The sample, by design, consisted of gpproximately equd

percentages of tri-county respondents. Nearly 40% of residents were from Charleston County,
while about 30% were from each of Dorchester (31.7%) and Berkeley (28.6%) Counties.

Waterfront Property and Boat Dock Ownership. A very smal percentage (6.6%) of

respondents actualy owned waterfront property. Although thisisasmal proportion of the
sample, information from them is considered especidly important and this variable was used to
compare waterfront property owners to non-waterfront property owners.

Less than one-hdf of those respondents who owned waterfront property (and only 9 of

the total 350 respondents) owned a boat dock on their property. While this may have some
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limited vadue in determining the proportiondlity of boat dock ownership in this area, the number
of respondents in this category was too small to be used asthe bagsfor any inferentid statistica

teding.

Table2. Residential information of survey respondents.

Number of Percent of

Residence/Property Variable Respondents (N) Respondents (%)
Length of Residence in Tri-county
Area (X = 21.45 years)

1-5 years 61 17.9

6-10 38 111

11-15 43 12.6

16-20 43 12.7

21-30 65 19.0

31-40 51 15.0

41-50 33 9.6

> 50 years 7 21
County of Residence

Charleston 139 39.7

Dorchester 111 31.7

Berkeley 100 28.6
Waterfront Property Ownership

Y es (have water front) 23 6.6

No (do not have) 326 93.4
Boat Dock Ownership on Property

Yes

No 9 2.6

No waterfront property, therefore 14 4.0

no boat dock 326 93.4
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Per ceptions of Respondents Toward the M anagement
of Natural Resour ces of the Greater Charleston Harbor Area
Respondents were asked to indicate how much they agreed with the 16 resource

management issues. The origind wording of the 16 items, the percentage of respondents

indicating each of the five levels in the agreement scale, and the mean (average, indicate by X )
agreement rating for each statement, are presented in Table 3.

A total of 94.9% of the respondents either agreed or strongly agreed that Ait is
important to me to have localy caught fish and shellfish that are safe for human consumptioni
(>_< = 4.48, 56% strongly agreed). In fact, only 2.6% disagreed/strongly disagreed and 2.6%
were neutra on thisissue. Mogt residents (95.7%) aso agreed/strongly agreed that Ahistoricdl
and archeologica gtesin the Greater Charleston area are important to the community and
should be protected.f The third and fourth most agreed upon statements (also with 95% or
more agreeing or strongly agreeing), respectively, were: Agrowth (new roads, businesses,
homes, water, and sewer lines, etc.) should be supported only if it is done in a reasonable and
ecologicaly acceptable manner™ (>_< = 4.23) and Aaregiond management plan for the tri- county
area should be developed to protect our environmental resources while alowing needed growth
and development( (>_< =4.18). Thus, the vast mgority of respondents fed that loca edible
fisheries and historica/archeologica resources are important to the local area, and should be
protected through a regional management plan for ecologicaly acceptable growth and

development.
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This latter atement is further vaidated by the two least agreed upon resource issues.

These were AThe benefits of development and growth within the tri- county area and Charleston

outweigh the negative consequences to wetlands, water quality, and fisheries) (§ =2.59,
55.9% disagree/strongly disagree and only 23.5% agree/strongly agree) and Al believe that as
growth and development of this area continues, the water in the Charleston Harbor and

surrounding rivers and creeks will be safe enough to produce a hedlthy fishery even 20 yearsin

the futured (? = 2.74, 61.8% disagree/strongly disagree and only 27.5% agree/strongly agree).
However, nearly one-fourth of the respondents were neutral on both of these statements,
perhaps indicating that they need more information before making a decision.

The water quality in the Charleston Harbor and surrounding rivers/creeks was of
concern to respondents. Only about one percent (1.1%) strongly agreed, and another quarter
(26.9%) agreed, that these waters were clean and safe for svimming. Many respondents were
neutral (29.8%) on the statement, or disagreed with it (36.1%).

Further examination of the datain Table 3 indicates that there was consistent concern
for dl of the resource management issues. It isimportant to note that questions with low means
that indicate a Adisagree{ to Astrongly disagres) answer do not necessarily indicate lack of
concern for the issue, but are reflective of the manner in which the question was asked.

While tri-county residents were pro-resource management, they were not necessarily
anti-growth/development. For example, the mgjority of respondents (about two-thirds) agreed
that Atourism in the tri- county area has improved the economy of the Greater Charleston aregll

and Athey support tourism and would like to seeit continue as amgjor industry in the area.l
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The tri-county residents seem to be asking for protection of their natura and environmenta
resources through sustainable and ecologicaly based regiond growth and development, rather
than promoting an anti-growth and development orientation toward protecting loca natural

resources.

Table3. Percent of respondents and mean scores for 16 management issues (n=350).

% of Respondents

Strongl Mean *

y . Strongl  vglue
Disagre Disagree Neutral Agree y Agree

e

Management |ssue

1 | frequently visit scenic
areas within the Greater
Charleston area (e.g.,
beaches, county parks,
Cypress Gardens) 23 183 17 534 183 367

2, | frequently visit cultural
attractions within the
Greater Charleston area
(e.g., the Battery Market, Ft.
Sumter, Middleton Place) 29 26.9 126 457 120 337

3. The water in the Charleston
Harbor and surrounding
rivers and creeksis clean
and safe for swimming 6.0 36.1 29.8 26.9 11 281

4, It isimportant to meto have
locally caught fish and
shellfish that are safe for
human consumption. 0.6 20 26 389 56.0 448

5. | believe the water in the
Charleston Harbor and
surrounding rivers and
creeks will be safe enough
to produce a healthy fishery
20 yearsin the future. 10.7 35.1 26.7 24.9 26 274

6. Tidal creeks and adjacent
wetlandsin the tri-county
area are being threatened by
urbanization. 0.9 9.2 101 572 225 391

Continued . . ./
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Table 3/cont. Percent of respondents and mean scores for 16 management issues

(n=350).

% of Respondents

Management | ssue Strongly

Disagree

Disagre

e

Neutral Agree

Strongl
y Agree

Value

7. Development restrictions
adjacent to tidal creeks and
wetlands are necessary to
protect local fisheries 0.6

8. | would support community
boat docksin order to
|essen the environmental
impact of private individual
docks. 14

9. Some shoreline nesting
birds (e.g., brown pelicans,
terns, sandpipers) are
disturbed during their
nesting periods. | would
support protection of these
habitats even if it means|
might not be able to access
certain areas during that
time. 0.3

10. Itisimportant to me that
small isolated wetlands be
protected even if these are
located on my property. 14

11.  Thehistorical and
archeological sitesinthe
Greater Charleston area are
important to the community
and should be protected. 0.3

12.  Tourismin thetri-county
area has improved the
economy of the greater
Charleston area. 0.0

13. | support tourism and would
liketo seeit continueas a
major industry in our area. 11

Continued . . ./
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57
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2.3

32

21

8.7

186

6.0

117
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9.2

9.2

62.4

533

62.3

614

63.6

64.8
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231

135

25.7

171

321

238

198

4.02

3.64

4.07

3.85

4.26
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Table 3/cont. Percent of respondents and mean scores for 16 management issues
(n=350).

% of Respondents
M ean

St.rongly Disagre Neutral Agree Strongl  value
Disagree e y Agree

Management |ssue

14.  The benefits of
development and growth
within the tri-county area
and Charleston outweigh
the negative consequences
to wetlands, water quality
and fisheries. 95 464 206 226 0.9 259

15.  Growth (new roads,
businesses, homes, water
and sewer lines, etc.) should
be supported only if it is
donein areasonable and
ecologically accepted
manner. 0.0 11 14 705 26.9 423

16. A regional management plan
for the tri-county area
should be developed to
protect our environmental
resources while allowing
needed growth and
development. 0.0 14 32 713 241 418

! Means based on a 5-point scale, where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree,
5= strongly agree.

Importance of Scenic, Cultural, and Natural Area Resources

Respondents were asked to indicate how important certain scenic, cultura, and more
passive-use resources were to the tri-county area. The importance ratings of respondents for
these items are summarized in Table 4.

Asthe datain Table 4 indicates, scenic vistas and related natural areas were dl ether
important or very important to the vast mgjority of the respondents. In fact, there was little

variation in how important scenic vistas, whether of the Charleston Harbor, marshes and
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wetlands, forests or local byway/historicd trails, were to respondents (means ranged from 4.21
to 4.27 for these four scenic resources). Greenbelts were rated margindly lower (4.13) than
the above scenic resources but, overdl, the items rated high in importance to residents.

Scenic vigtas and visud resources in naturd areas, while important in and of themsdlves,
commonly serve multiple resource uses and management purposes. Therefore, scenic vidas
and natural areas are more than passve-use resources, they are very important to the public and
must be managed or preserved in the same manner as any other environmenta resource.

Tri-county residents were asked to indicate the importance of aregional management
plan oriented toward the management of natura vegetation buffer zones and associated
resources.” This particular item received the highest importance rating (mean = 4.44, 56.6%
rating very important). Thus, it Seems tri-county resdents are supportive of aregiona
management plan oriented toward the protection of natural and scenic resource areas. This
question served as vdidation for the previous, broader question on which residents strongly
agreed that aregiond management plan for the tri-county area should be developed to protect
environmenta resources while dlowing needed growth and development. Answersto both
questions were consstently positive and therefore, imply that residents are not ambiguous about
their desire for aregiond management plan. It dso seemsthat they particularly favor a
management plan that would create buffer zones to protect water quaity and fish habitats.

However, it isimportant to note that respondents frequently asked that this question be

! Actud wording of item was  ANatura vegetation buffer zones are 50 foot grassy areas that
maintain water qudity and protect fishery habitat and natural areas. How important doyoufed itis
to develop aregiond management plan that would create naturd vegetation buffer zones?
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repeated, indicating that buffer zones may have been anew concept to them. It is assumed that

repetition and explanation of the question clarified the issue enough so that residents indeed felt

that this was something they wanted. Whether or not they completely understood the concept

of abuffer zone, it ssems that they were supportive of a management plan that would protect

water qudity and fish habitats. It is especialy worth noting that with repect to each of the Six

items under consideration, approximately 90% consdered the issues to be somewhat or very

important.

Table4. Importance of scenic, cultural, and natural area resourcesto the residents of

Berkeley, Charleston, and Dorchester counties.

% of Respondents

R | Very Mean

esourcelssue Very Somewhat Neutra  Somewhat Value
. . Importan
Unimportant  Unimportant | Important

Scenic vidtas of

Charleston Harbor 0.0 3.2 8.6 47.0 41.3 4.26

Scenic vigas of

marshes and

wetlands 0.0 2.6 10.0 450 42.4 4.27

Scenic vidtas of

forested areas 0.0 3.2 8.3 50.7 37.8 4.23

Greenbeltsaong

rivers and streams 0.0 3.4 11.2 544 30.9 4.13

Scenic byways and

higoricd trals 0.0 2.6 9.2 52.4 35.8 4.21

Natura vegetation

buffer zones” 0.3 2.9 6.3 33.9 56.6 4.44

1

3 =neutral, 4 = somewhat important, 5 = very important.

M eans based on a 5-point importance scale, where 1 = very unimportant, 2 = somewhat unimportant,

The actual statement was: ANatural vegetation buffer zones are 50 foot grassy areas that maintain

water quality and protect fishery habitat and natural areas. How important do you feel itisto

develop aregional management plan that would create natural vegetation buffer zones?




Comparison of Subgroups of the Survey Sample

Although average responses to various resource management issues were reported
previoudy, thereis of course no such thing as an Aaveragell respondent. In redity, there are
commonly various segments of respondents that may or may not vary in their response to
certain items. This section addresses the following basic question: Do different subsegments of
the tri- county sample differ sgnificantly (datisticaly) in their perception and importance ratings
of naturd and environmenta resource management i ssues.

Comparison with Respect to the 16 Management Items

Six variables were examined to seeif they affected the way subsegments of respondents
perceived the 16 management issues previoudy described. The six variables selected for
examination were those thought most likely to lead to differencesin how residents might
respond to the issues, specificaly: education leve, age, waterfront property ownership, county
of resdence, income level, and gender. Analyses of variance (ANOVA) and t-tests were used
to examine for significant differencesin how these factors affected the mean perception ratings
of respondents.

Education. Education leve of respondents was the most influentia factor, leading to 8
of the 16 management issues being rated sgnificantly differently (Table 5). A generd pattern
emerges from the data to indicate that the more educated respondents, particularly college
graduates and post-graduates, rated the management issues more highly. They more frequently

visit scenic and cultura resources, support historical/archeologica sites and local tourism, and
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support ecologicaly acceptable growth and development through a regiond management plan.
Less educated respondents were significantly higher on only one issue, agreeing more that the
benefits of growth and development have outwel ghed the negative consequences to wetlands,

water qudity, and fisheries.

Table5. Comparison of agreement ratings with respect to the 16 management
itemsand ANOVA results, by educational level.

Mean Agreement Rating

Prabability

M anagement |ssue <High >°me Post- = L evel

Colleg
School (e:OHEQ Grad Ratio

1 | frequently visit scenic areas
within the Greater Charleston
area (e.g., beaches, county
parks, Cypress Gardens 301° 351° 404 388? 1121  0.0001* ®

2. | frequently visit cultural
attractions within the Greater
Charleston area (e.g., the
Battery market, Ft. Sumter,
Middleton Place) 301* 325 364  381° 927  0.0001*

3. The water in the Charleston
Harbor and surrounding
rivers and creeksis clean and
safefor swimming 281 264 290 290 138 0.2500

4. Itisimportant to meto have
locally caught fish and
shellfish that are safe for
human consumption. 421 4.60° 463 444 816  0.0001*

5. | believe the water in the
Charleston Harbor and
surrounding rivers and
creekswill be safe enough to
produce a healthy fishery 20
yearsin the future. 2.80 255 281 276 120 0.3097

6. Tidal creeks and adjacent
wetlandsin the tri-county
area are being threatened by
urbanization. 385 392 397 393 0.35 0.7921

Continued . . ./
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Table 5/cont. Comparison of agreement ratingswith respect to the 16 management

itemsand ANOVA results, by educational level.

Management |ssue

7. Development restrictions
adjacent to tidal creeks and
wetlands are necessary to
protect local fisheries

8. | would support community
boat docksin order to lessen
the environmental impact of
private individual docks.

9. Some shoreline nesting birds
(e.g., brown pelicans, terns,
sandpipers) are disturbed
during their nesting periods.
| would support protection of
these habitats even if it
means | might not be able to
access certain areas during
that time.

10. Itisimportant to methat
small isolated wetlands be
protected even if these are
located on my property.

11.  Thehistorical and
archeological sitesin the
Greater Charleston areaare
important to the community
and should be protected.

12. Tourisminthetri-county area
hasimproved the economy of
the greater Charleston area.

13. I support tourism and would
liketo seeit continueas a
major industry in our area.

14.  The benefits of development
and growth within the tri-
county area and Charleston
outweigh the negative
conseguences to wetlands,
water quality and fisheries.

Continued . . ./

Mean Agreement Rating*

Prabability
<High ii’:l‘:g Colleg  Post- F- Level
School e e Grad Ratio
3.89 4.09 404 415 163 01812
355 363 3.69 376 067 05704
397 416 412 405 120 03114
375 397 385 385 101  0.38%
417 4.3%® 430° 4.34® 277 00417
3.96° 41%° 415 429 311 00266
3% 4.06 401 407 053 06606
280° 261 23 259 335  00191*
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Table5/cont. Comparison of agreement ratings with respect to the 16 management
itemsand ANOVA reaults, by educational level.

Mean Agreement Rating*

Prabability

M anagement |ssue <High ™ Colleg  Post = Level

School g:olleg e Grad Ratio

15.  Growth (new roads,
businesses, homes, water
and sewer lines, etc.) should
be supported only if itis
donein areasonable and
ecologically accepted
manner. 411 437° 427 417 441  0.0046*

16. A regional management plan
for the tri-county area should
be devel oped to protect our
environmental resources
while allowing needed
growth and development. 403 433 4200 420 517  00017*

! Means based on a 5-point agreement scale where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral,
4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree.

2 Meanswith different superscripts are significantly different from each other, Duncan-s Multiple Range
Test, p# 0.05.

% Probabilitieswith an * indicate asignificant difference.

Age. Four (4) of the 16 items were affected by the age leve of respondents. Since this
represents only 25% of the issues, only the significant items (p # 0.05) and related data are
presented in Table 6. The mean differencesin Table 6 show that the respondents over 55 years
of age (senior citizens) supported these four issues less than the 18-35 and 36-55 year age
groups. Two of the itemsinvolved frequency of vidtation to scenic and culturd attractions. It
seemslogica that older people might be less active and therefore vist these resources less.

They aso supported the development of aregiona management plan less. However, their mean
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rating of 4.02 till indicates that they agree that a plan should be devel oped to protect

environmenta resources.

Table6. Comparison of agreement ratings with respect to the 16 management
items and ANOVA results, by age range.

Mean Agreement Rating*

Prabability
Management | ssue 1835 3655  Over55 F- L evel
yrs. yrs. yrs. Ratio
1 | frequently visit scenic areas within
the Greater Charleston area (e.g.,
beaches, county parks, Cypress
Gardens 393 374 332°2 855  0.0002*3

2. | frequently visit cultural attractions
within the Greater Charleston area
(e.g., the Battery market, Ft.
Sumter, Middleton Place) 3.37% 351® 313 3.60 0.0284*

11. The historical and archeological sites
in the Greater Charleston area are
important to the community and
should be protected. 4.39% 427 411° 498  0.0074*

16. A regiona management plan for the
tri-county area should be developed
to protect our environmental
resources while alowing needed
growth and development. 420°  427*°  402° 6.09  0.0025*

! Means based on a 5-point agreement scale where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral,
4= agree, 5 = strongly agree.

2 Means with different superscripts are significantly different from each other, Duncanss Multiple Range
Test, p# 0.05.

3 Only items significant at a probability level of at least 0.05 were listed of the 16 examined.

Waterfront Property Ownership. Whether one owned waterfront property or not

affected how residents rated 3 of the 16 issues (Table 7). Again, statistics are presented only

for the Sgnificantly different issues. In two of the three cases, waterfront property owners
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supported tourism more than non-waterfront owners, and waterfront property owners aso felt
that the availability of locally caught fisvshelfish was more importart than others. However,
one must keep in mind two facts when interpreting the practicad sgnificance of these findings.
Firgt, waterfront property ownership made no significant difference on the perception of the
other 13 management issues. And perhaps even more important, while there isa gatigticaly
ggnificant difference on three items;, the difference lies only in the strength of opinion, not in a
difference of opinion. Waterfront property owners smply fed alittle stronger about how
important tourism is to the area and the importance of having localy caught seefood thet is safe

for consumption.

Table 7. Comparison of agreement ratingswith respect to the 16 management
itemsand ANOVA results, by waterfront property owner ship.

Mean Agreement

H 1
Rating Probability
Management |ssue No
own Level
Waterfront t-Vaue
Waterfront
Property
4, It is important to me to have locally
caught fish and shellfish that are
safe for human consumption. 4.74 4.46 2.78 0.009*2
12.  Tourism in the tri-county area has
improved the economy of the
greater Charleston area. 4.39 4.08 2.26 0.024*
13. | support tourism and would like to
see it continue as a major industry
in our area. 4.30 3.99 2.04 0.042*

! Means based on a 5-point agreement scale where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral,
4 =agree, 5= strongly agree.
2 Only items significant at a probability level of at least 0.05 were listed.
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County of Residence, Income Level, and Gender. These three variables had essatidly

no effect on how respondents perceived the management issues. Only 1 of the 16 items was
rated differently based on each of the county of residence and income level variables. None of
the items were rated differently by males and femaes. Since one might expect 1 in 20 (or 5%)
of the item comparisons to be sgnificantly different smply by chance a a0.05 (or 5%)
probability-leve, it would be unreasonable to draw any mgor conclusions for the minima

differences that were found with regard to these three variables.

Comparisonswith Respect to the Six Scenic/cultural/natural Area Resources

The same sx sociodemographic variables used to test for Sgnificant differences on the
16 management issues were used to ascertain potentia differences in how important
respondents rated scenic and cultura resources. The following discussion must be considered
with one caveat. Some datistica differences among various segments of the residents were
indeed found. However, as before, these differences did not in any case represent opposing
views of the resdents. Instead, they represent differences only in the strength of opinion that the
residents had about each of the issues, with generd agreement prevailing.

Education. Education level was responsible for four of the sx or two-thirds of the
scenic and cultura issues being rated significantly different (Table 8). In most cases,
respondents with a high school education rated the items lower in importance than those with
post high school training. However, there was little individua difference among those with some

college, college or post-graduate training. As previoudy, note that the differencesare only in
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grength of opinion and that resdents with differing educationd levels did not hold opposing
views.

Waterfront Property Ownership. Three of six or 50% of the items were affected by

waterfront property ownership (Table 9). As might be expected, owners of waterfront
property felt that scenic vistas of the Charleston Harbor and of forested areas, and protection of
natura vegetation zones were more important than non-owners. Again, it must be stressed that
the difference was only in the strength of opinion and did not indicate opposing views.

County of Residence, Age, Income Levd and Gender. These four variables had little to

no effect on how important different respondents rated the six resourceitems. County of
residence was respongble for one item being rated sgnificantly different, while age, income, and
gender had no effect on any of theitems. In the case of county residence, Charleston County
residents felt that Ascenic vistas of Charleston Harbor were a more important resource (x =
4.42) than did residents of Berkeley (x = 4.07) and Dorchester (x = 4.25) counties (f = 6.55,

df = 2,346, p = 0.0016).
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Table8. Comparison of agreement ratingswith respect to the 6
scenic/cultural/natural resource area itemsand ANOVA results, by
educational level.

Degree of Importance (%) *

Prabability

Resource I ssue < High Some Post- F- Level

= College . ve

School College Grad Ratio
Scenic vidas of
Charleston Harbor 4.092! 4.38° 4.33° 4.29% 3.00 0.0308*2
Scenic vidas of
marshes and wetlands ~ 4.017 4.32° 4.42° 4.42° 6.82 0.0002*
Scenic vidas of
forested areas 4.10 4.34 4.23 4.34 221 0.0868
Greenbelts dong rivers
and streams 4.03 4.25 4,12 4.15 147 0.2218
Scenic byways and
historicd trails 4.012 4.38° 4.29° 4.17® 510 0.0018*
Natural areavegetation
Zones 4.29% 4.62° 4.43 4.44% 299 0.0313*

1 Meanswith different superscripts are significantly different from each other, Duncan-s Multiple

Range Test, p# 0.05

2 Probabilitieswith an * indicate asignificant difference.
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Table9. Comparison of agreement ratingswith respect to the 6
scenic/cultural/natural resource area itemsand ANOVA results, by
water front property owner ship.

Mean | mportance Rating *

Resour ce | ssue own No . Prabability
Waterfront Waterfront Valle Level
Property Property

Scenic vigas of Charleston Harbor 4.57 4.24 2.01  0.045*2

Scenic vistas of marshes and wetlands  4.52 4.26 1.67 0.097

Scenic vidas of forested areas 461 421 258 0.010*

0.30

Greenbdts dong rivers and sreams 4.17 4.13 0.763

Scenic byways and higoricd trails 4.39 4.20 1.23 0.220

Natural areavegetation zones® 4.70 4.42 259  0.015*

! Meansbased on a 5-point importance scale, where 1 = very unimportant, 2 = somewhat unimportant, 3

= neutral, 4 = somewhat important, 5 = very important

2 Probabilitieswith an * indicate asignificant difference.

Comparisonswith Respect to Per ceptions of Changein the Fishery Resource

It isimportant for natura resource and environmental management agencies to obtain
input from their congtituencies about the present state of resource conditions. Itisaso
important to know if resdents have noticed any change in conditions over time. For example,
have residents perceived an increase, decrease or no change in environmenta conditions over
longer time periods.

It was of particular interest for this study to determine if resdents of the tri-county area

percaived any change in the dbundance of edible fish and shdlfish during their resdency in this
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area. They were asked to indicate if they had noticed an increase, decrease, or no changein
this resource during the time they had lived in the tri-county area. About an equa number of
respondents felt that the edible fish/shellfish resource had decreased (39.7%) or stayed the
same (32.0%) during their residence in the area (Table 10). Only 5.7% fdt the fishery resource
had increased. This question was problematic for anumber of resdents. Many resdents
(22.6%) felt that they smply did not know whether there had been a change in abundance of
edible fish.

Whether one has noticed, a change in the abundance of fisvshellfish over time might be
expected to vary with how long they have lived in the tri-county area. Table 11 shows that
there isa ggnificant difference between length of resdence in the tri- county region and whether
residents noticed an increase/decrease, or no change in the resource. Residents that felt the
fishery resource had stayed the same had lived in the region for about 20 years, while those who
felt it had deceased or increased had lived in the region longer (25 and 30 years, respectively).
It isdifficult to interpret these resultsin a meaningful manner. Clearly, both groups of longer
term resdents differ greetly in their perceptions of the change in the fishery resource. Without
additiona quantitative knowledge and basis for comparison regarding the nature of the fishery
resource 25-30 years ago, it isimpossble to meaningfully interpret these results. The most that
can beinferred is that perceptions differ in this regard and that length of residency isnot a
determining factor in regard to these perceptions. However, as mentioned above, the
percentage of those who fed that the fishery resource hasincreased (5.7%) represents avery

smal minority while approximately 40% perceive that there has been a decrease.
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While one might speculate that other factors are capable of affecting how respondents
would notice change in the edible fisvshe Ifish resource, none were found. County of resdence,
waterfront property ownership, age, education, income, and gender lead to no differencesin

how respondents rated change in the fishery resource.

Table 10. Frequency of response with regard to perception of change in thefishery
resour ce.'

Number of Per cent of

Per ception of Change Respondents (N)  Respondents (%)

Increased 20 5.7

Decreased 139 39.7
Stayed same 112 32.0
No response 79 22.6

b Actual wording of the item was: AHave you noticed whether the edibl e fish and shellfish have

increased, decreased, or stayed about the same during the time you have lived in the tri-county area?)
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Table11l. Comparison of mean length of residency and ANOVA results, by
response to the perception of changein fishery resource.

Y ear s of Residence

Per ception of Change E-Ratio Significance
M ean L evel

Stayed same 19.613*

Decreased 25.09° 6.50 0.0018

Increased 29.65°

1 Meanswith different superscripts are significantly different from each other, Duncan=s Multiple

Range Test, p# 0.05.
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CONCLUSIONS

The residents of the Greater Charleston Area who were included in this study
overwhemingly support protection of the environment. (The only differencesin opinions on any
of the questions was in the strength of the response.) Respondents fed strongly that
environmenta resources are important and have serious concerns about specific natural
resources. Consequently, they are strongly in favor of the development of aregiona
management plan that would protect these resources. Although respondents were not
specificaly asked if they would be willing to pay financidly for protection of the environmenta
resources, severa questions did have a cost associated with them. In each instance the
respondents were in favor of protecting the resources regardless of the Aopportunity costl
associated with that protection. Thisis substantiated by the results of the question that dedlt
with benefits vs. consequences of development. Only 23% of the respondents agree that the
benefits of development and growth outweigh the negative consegquences to the environment.

Since the Results and Discussion portion of this report presented the tabulated findings
of the telephone survey and the descriptive interpretation and discussion of the mgor findings
and the Executive Summary at the beginning of the report summarized the purpose, methods,
and mgor findings of the research, another summary isnot included. Instead, some preliminary
conclusions drawn from the datawill be offered. The concluding Satementsare preiminary,
since they pertain only to the telephone survey data and thus, are offered in the absence of the
environmenta assessment data and other information collected by the Charleston Harbor

Project.
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The results are regtricted to resdents of Berkdey, Charleston and Dorchester Counties and
should not be generaized beyond without caution.

Very few respondents owned waterfront property (6.6%) or aboat dock (2.6%).

Tri-county residents were supportive of resource management and agreed or strongly
agreed with the mgjority of the questions which were related to protection of biologica
resources.

Over 95% of respondents felt that locd edible fish and shdllfish, and historica and
archeological resources are important to the loca area, and should be protected through
ecologically acceptable growth and development and regiona resource management and

planning.

Residents support tourism and ecologically acceptable growth and devel opment, but only
when there is no negative consegquence to wetlands, water quality, and safe edible fisheries.

Residents find scenic vigtas of the Charleston Harbor, marshes, wetlands, forests, streams,
and byways to be important resources and support protection of naturd vegetation zones.

Ovedl, there were few sgnificant differences in how sub-segments of respondents felt
about environmentd issues. Any differences found were in strength of opinion only with
amilar directiondity of opinions throughot.

College educated residents had stronger positive opinions about resource issues than high
school respondents. Amount of college made little difference.

Residents over 55 felt less strongly about certain issues than other age groups, possibly due
to lower levels of access to the resources themselves.

Ownership of waterfront property made a difference, but not on the mgority of issues.

An equd proportion of resdents fed that edible fish and shdllfish resources have decreased
or stayed the same over time. Only 6% fed they increased. However, many residents felt
that they could offer no opinion on thisissue.

Residents agree that a regiond management plan for the tri-county area to protect

environment resources while alowing needed growth and development should be
developed.
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APPENDIX A: COPY OF QUESTIONNAIRE

Charleston Harbor Project Resident Telephone Survey

Hello. Thisis . I:-m cdling from Clemson Universty on behdf of the South
Carolina Department of Natural Resources. We are conducting astudy of the resdents of the tri-
county area concerning their views of the management of natura resources within the Charleston
Harbor area. | can assure you that your ansverswill be kept strictly confidentia and will only be
andyzed as part of agroup. The interview will take only 8 minutes or so to complete.

Would you be willing to take the time to answer afew questions?

Which county do you livein?

1 = Charleston
2 = Dorchester
3 =Berkdey

| will read you astatement. Pleasetell meif you strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree
or are neutral about each of the statements.

1. | frequently vidt scenic areas within the Greater Charleston area (e.g., beaches, county
parks, Cypress Gardens)

2. | frequently vigt culturd attractions within the Greater Charleston area (e.g., the Battery
Market, Ft. Sumter, Middleton Place)

3. Thewater in the Charleston Harbor and surrounding rivers and creeksis clean and safe
for swvimming

4. Itisimportant to meto havelocaly caught fish and shellfish that are safe for human
consumption.

5. | believe the water in the Charleston Harbor and surrounding rivers and creeks will be
safe enough to produce a hedthy fishery 20 yearsin the future.

6. Tidd creeks and adjacent wetlands in the tri-county area are being threatened by
urbanization.

7.  Development restrictions adjacent to tidal creeks and wetlands are necessary to protect
local fisheries



8. 1 would support community boat docksin order to lessen the environmental impact of
private individua docks.

9. Some shoreline nesting birds (e.g., brown pdlicans, terns, sandpipers) are disturbed
during their nesting periods. | would support protection of these habitats even if it
means | might not be able to access certain areas during that time.

10. Itisimportant to me that smal isolated wetlands be protected even if these are located
on my property.

11. Thehistorica and archeologicd sitesin the Greater Charleston area are important to the
community and should be protected.

12. Tourism in the tri-county area has improved the economy of the grester Charleston
area

13. | support tourism and would like to see it continue as amgjor industry in our area.

14. The bendfits of development and growth within the tri-county areaand Charleston
outweigh the negative consequences to wetlands, water quality and fisheries.

15. Growth (new roads, businesses, homes, water and sawer lines, etc.) should be
supported only if it is done in areasonable and ecologicaly accepted manner.

16. A regiona management plan for the tri-county area should be developed to protect our
environmenta resources while alowing needed growth and development.

Now | would likefor you to tell me how important each of thefollowing scenic or cultura resources
isto you. Tdl meif it is very important, somewhat important, somewhat unimportant, very

unimportant or that you are neutral on the issue.

Scenic vigtas of Charleston Harbor

Scenic views of marshes and wetlands

Scenic views of forested areas

Greenbdlts, or grassy areas, dong rivers and streams

Scenic byways and higoricd trails

Natura vegetation buffer zones are 50 foot grassy areas that maintain water quaity and protect
fishery habitat and natura areas. How important do you fed it isto develop aregiona management
plan that would cregte natural vegetation buffer zones?

Have you noticed whether the edible fish and shellfish haveincreased, decreased, or stayed about
the same during the time you have lived in the tri-county area?



1 = Increased
2 = Decreased
3 = Stayed the same
How many years have you lived in the tri-county area?

Do you own waterfront property?

2=No
Do you have aboat dock on your property?

1=Yes
2=No

Which of the following best describes your employment status?

Employed

Retired

Student

Full time homemaker

In which of the following age groups do you belong?

1=18-35
2=36-55
3=over 55

Including yoursdlf, how many people reside in your household?
What was the highest levd of formd education you completed?

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some college

College graduate

Post- graduate/professiona degree

Peasetdl into which of the following income ranges your tota household income fals
Less than $20,000

$20,000 - $39,999
$40,000 - $59,999



$60,000 - $79,999
$80,000 - $100,000

Sex (do not ask unless absolutely necessary)

1=Made
2=Femde



APPENDIX B: COPY OF OPEN COMMENT FROM QUESTIONNAIRE

40000 COMMENT
30000 COMMENT
10000 COMMENT
20001 COMMENT
20002 COMMENT

60003 COMMENT

10001 COMMENT

10002 COMMENT
10004 COMMENT

60005 COMMENT

60007 COMMENT

40006 COMMENT
40008 COMMENT
40009 COMMENT
40010 COMMENT
20007 COMMENT
10005 COMMENT
10006 COMMENT
10007 COMMENT

10008 COMMENT

30008 COMMENT

30009 COMMENT
40011 COMMENT

Shewould like to see the beauty of the area preserved, yet
development is aso importarnt.

| worry about the environment.
Get rid of Al gore.
Put more concern in managing the mosquitos rather than the wetlands
etc.
Water pollution isamgor problem. If you don't have awater system
you're basicaly being poisoned.
Wonder how many people are actudly caught for littering our highways
and tributaries. Sheisa counsdor in aschool and they try to teach them
good vaues, but is there anything being done to the people that are
caught.
Ecology isimportant; we need to protect the habitats without too many
redtrictions.
no

It isimprotant to protect the wetlands but if they are homeowners they
should be able to see the view

It is so important to preserve dl of nature. The wetlands are so fragile,
and anything that is necessary to do to save them must be done.

It isimportant that people do care, and are doing the studies, the
regiond management plans are good idess.
Agrees, hdlps the government, should help the wetlands.
none
none
none
less question
no
no

It=s important that questionaire is asked over the telephone so that
people are aware of the current conditions.
We need devel opments but we al so need to take care of the marshes
and wetlands.

It isimportant to keep in mind while trying to develop Charleston to
protect the wetlands.
The environment is important and is glad the survey was done.
Would love to see some bike trails dong waterways so people could
enjoy the area and get their exercise...would love to go dong with
conservation.



40012 COMMENT

10009 COMMENT
40013 COMMENT
60010 COMMENT
60011 COMMENT
30010 COMMENT
10010 COMMENT
40014 COMMENT
60012 COMMENT
20010 COMMENT
40015 COMMENT
40016 COMMENT
10012 COMMENT
30014 COMMENT

10014 COMMENT
20013 COMMENT

60019 COMMENT

10016 COMMENT

60022 COMMENT

30017 COMMENT

60023 COMMENT

50016 COMMENT

50017 COMMENT

50018 COMMENT

Think that the North Charleston area has |ots of development, thet is
growing but they should be fixing ingtead of expanding. Things are being
destroyed because of increased development-lots of anima habitat is
gone. Roads needs fixed.

no

none

One of the prettiest places | have ever lived and we need to keep it
beautiful.

Grest that we are doing the survey, hope that it does some good.

| gppreciate the call.

no

Very interested in longliner issue. Wanted to know if this study hed
anything to do with that. Doesn't want more boats but thought maybe
there is an overreaction to the issue.

Would like to see the waters and environment taken care of and kept
clean.

Livesin an areawhere there are no wetlands, so could not say much
about them.

Fedsthat preservation of habitat is very important.

Roads and industry are more important than individuals .

no

Thereisawide difference of opinon, too much emphasisis placed on
the economic development and not enough on the residents.

no

Government gets too involved in too many things, thisis supposeto be
democracy.

| think the management plan will work, but there have to be people that
arewilling to go dong withit.

no

Thank you for having the neutral option, it was a good buffer for those
questions that you had no clue abot....

She supports controlled growth Mt. Pleasant has gotten out of hand.
She disagreed with the wetland question because the definition of a
wetland is not defined very well.

It is encouraging that someone is making a note of these problems, and
Clemson isaredly good place. Most would agree with me except for
those whose pocketbooks are directly affected by this...

Too many laws about what can be done and what cannot be done.
Everyoneis 0 busy telling you whet to do. "I'll live by Godss laws'
Think its very important and glad to seeit addressed (environment).
Have seen tourism and overdevelopment get out control-Charleston is
too beautiful to let that happen to.

none



50019 COMMENT
40025 COMMENT

60028 COMMENT

20021 COMMENT

50020 COMMENT
50021 COMMENT

60031 COMMENT

40027 COMMENT
20024 COMMENT

30018 COMMENT
10017 COMMENT
60033 COMMENT

20026 COMMENT

10018 COMMENT

60035 COMMENT

30022 COMMENT

20028 COMMENT

10019 COMMENT
40030 COMMENT

none

Need more than tourism for industry, ecology is going overboard.

Wetlands are being filled with dirt and that=s wrong to build houses.
Preservation Society has way too much power.

Wants the results to be published

She's disabled and therefore, isn't able to vidt scenic or historica aress;
thinks the study is very important.

none

Work in the resdental construction, feels that therers more violation of
codes to people and environment in that industry than in big industry.
Small buisness pollute and more destruction- someone should recognize
this.

Wonderful that we are doing something about thiswhole issue,
someone needs to. The regiond management plan isagood idea
Keepit clean
Very important; hope the efforts are continued to preserve the natural
environmen.

| have seen alarge growth in Charleston in five years, we are losing
some of the old quality.

no
Too many people out there messing around on the water, when they are
not in good shape to do 0, they are the ones causing dl of the
pollution.
Think it is very interesting and loves Charleston. Tourism isvery nice,
however would not like to see it get to the point whereit is
overcrowded and out of hand. The grassy areas aren't redlly grassy but
mossy.
We should protect the environment, growth is necessary and it should
be done with minimum harm to the environment.

Likes the sudy, sheisinterested in the subject and we are building too
close to the shore, thus disturbing the wildlife and plants.
Sheisin favor of keeping things the way they are because sheis against
the government taking over the lands for any reason. The questions are
vague and any generdization can be drawn from the answers.

| support tourism and development as long as it is sustainable
development done in aresponsible manner. He has adegreein
environmenta psychology and ared interest in the issues which iswhy
he answered the survey questions.

no

Hate laws but they are neeeded to regulate. People are overrunning the
city and natural resources are being destroyed.



60037 COMMENT

10020 COMMENT

20031 COMMENT

60038 COMMENT

40031 COMMENT

40032 COMMENT
60039 COMMENT

20032 COMMENT

50026 COMMENT
10022 COMMENT

10023 COMMENT

40034 COMMENT

60041 COMMENT

50027 COMMENT

10024 COMMENT
60042 COMMENT

50028 COMMENT
10025 COMMENT

The commercid shrimpers have taken alot of the fish and thrown them
out because they are only looking for shrimp. People need to regulate
gze limitsfor commercia fisherman. Weater stands cause alot of
mosguitos.

Appreciate what the SC Wildlife s doing to make sure that the fish and
other seafood are safe and hedlthy.

The questions need to explain what the objective/purpose of the study
(too vague). It sounds like they are trying to prevent people from
owning private docks etc. If people own property they should have the
right to do what they want to.

Not an environmentdist by any extreme. | love the area, and would do
anything to save the marshes and wetlands.

Tourism iswonderful but natura resources definitely need to be
protected.

Tri-county area should work together on conservation efforts.

| fed that it istoo late in the game to do anything about it now. | hope
that your plan works...

Scenic routes are very important and make up ahuge part of
Charleston and the scenery for tourists and school children are aunique
way of sharing and experiencing different views.

Tourism should be redtricted in some areas to protect our environment.
Hope that we can develop a balance between devel opment and our
natural resources.

Think the areais beautiful and think we should and could balance nature
and development.

Older companies openly pollute--need to be controlled;there is alack
of regard to sopping known pollutants; politicaly, money taks & they
get away with it; newer companies seem to be more concerned about
protecting environment.

Asked what the study was about, and how we could tell that the harbor
water was unsafe.

Totdly againg the longlines-very strongly againgt it!!! Bad mistake if
they let that happen.

no

By being involved with the Charleston Harbor Project, | know more
about these than most people, and some of the issues that we
discussed, | have not been convinced that they are asimportant to the
reg. mang. project as before.

none

Wigh that they could figure something out to get rid of the smell from the
paper plants.



20034 COMMENT

60044 COMMENT

40035 COMMENT

50029 COMMENT
10026 COMMENT

40036 COMMENT

60045 COMMENT
50030 COMMENT
10027 COMMENT

50031 COMMENT
40038 COMMENT

10028 COMMENT
10029 COMMENT
50032 COMMENT
50033 COMMENT

60047 COMMENT

30032 COMMENT

40040 COMMENT

50035 COMMENT

40041 COMMENT

60049 COMMENT

Charleston was nice and beautiful place. Go on highway 61 and the
flowers, trees and scenery are so beautiful.

Shouldn't have any more public or private landings, we need to cut
down on the number of boats that are zooming around and polluting the
harbor...

Hopesthat she helped; has only lived there 3 yrs and hasn't redly
visited many of the scenic aress, therefore neutral on most.

none

SC Wildlife is very conscious of the wetlands and they are doing very
good job protecting the natural resources.

Should redtrict tourism, dthough admittedly it is an important part of the
economy; growth also needsto beregulated; thinksthisisan
important study and hopes that some good will come of it.

If they do put the management plan in, it will be good for the area. Too
many people are out there just to abuse what we have

| hope people continue to support the environment.

no

none

Fed s that the pollution days are over; he'sdl for development, but has
some concern; however, he feelsthat proper measures seem to be
taking place

no

no

none

Like to see development of buffer zones-dl for the wildlife and
environmen.

The questions make some assumptions that | do not agree with and that

might lead those that are not knowledgegble in the area of this study to

chose the answers that you want them to..

Anything and everything should be done to save the wetland, growth is

important and it should be controlled.

Has not been able to go fishing alot because of illness, but would like to

go more; seemed offended by inquiry about income level--hung up

before | could explain that | waan't selling anything.

Seems that water quality isworse.

It isimportant that dl of these sites and resources are maintained well

into the future--for our children's children.

Think that it is very important to save the heritage of the area, when
Hugo came through, it cleared out alot of land that people immediatdy
built up on...



60050 COMMENT

40042 COMMENT

60052 COMMENT
40045 COMMENT

40046 COMMENT
50039 COMMENT

50040 COMMENT
40047 COMMENT

50042 COMMENT
60056 COMMENT

60058 COMMENT

50044 COMMENT

40053 COMMENT

40054 COMMENT

60061 COMMENT

60063 COMMENT
40055 COMMENT

60065 COMMENT

40057 COMMENT

60067 COMMENT

Does bdlieve that it isimportant to save the animas and wetlands,
sometimes they are smarter and more intelligent than we are... people
should redlize that these are important aress, give respect to animals and
leave the areas done.

Pollution from foreign vessds--needs to be examined and taken care of;
he wasin the military and believes this problem is being overlooked.
Use common sense.

She wishesthat her car would work so that she could go out and enjoy
these sghts.

Thinksthis is very important--took the time to take the survey, from
vigting with company.

Something needs to be done, wetlands should be protected.

It was fun!

Concerned about the lake water quality and nucleur waste and great
amount of trash on highways; thinks that recycling should be
encouraged more.

The income question is completdy unnecessary.

Grew up in Wisconan, first job was with the surveying div. for the Sate,
and twenty years ago, they had one of these plans. Why isit taking so
long here?

Good luck... what was it about?

The neutral answers were because not neccessary, likesto fish, thinks
wildlife used wisdly.

Thinks that thisisimportant; supportive and would volunteer to assigt in
protecting the environment in any way she could-- please contact her in
the future if programs are developed and need help.

Thinks too much emphasisis placed upon environmenta issues, instead
of on people; therefore, chose to hang-up in the middle of the survey...
The aty will ank if we continue on this way!

Get the mosguito people working harder...

Stressed the importance to take peopl€'s answers in context of the
questions; in her opinion, if the circumstances were varied, their
responses might change

| think that the management plan is wonderful, just because you have
money, it doesn't give you the right to throw it around like you like...
don't ruin something that has been there long before you were even
thought of ...

Very concerned about the water, especidly al the waste that's being
dumped into the lakes, loves the wetlands and other scenic areas of
Charleston area

| totaly agree with the whole regiona management plan... | hopethat it

will work if it happens...



30035 COMMENT

30036 COMMENT
60069 COMMENT
10030 COMMENT
10031 COMMENT
10032 COMMENT
60070 COMMENT

30038 COMMENT

10033 COMMENT
50047 COMMENT
40061 COMMENT
10034 COMMENT
60071 COMMENT

10035 COMMENT
10036 COMMENT
50052 COMMENT
40066 COMMENT
20047 COMMENT
10038 COMMENT

10039 COMMENT

40067 COMMENT

40068 COMMENT

40069 COMMENT

Effortsto clean things up, especidly Ashely River better. Not individuals
but industries that are the problem. May have gone too far to
accommodate industry, e.g. Westvaco. HeisaM.D.

Wanted to know what use the study would be for.

Very pogtive survey, and thank you for cdling me...

no

Presarving wildlife isimportant to me.

Handling debris such as ail is problem.

Her husband fishes and therefore, thisis very important to them; thinks
that growth and development needs to be managed.

Get tired of seeing land being cleared for new building when there are
empty buildings that could be used. Wetlands should be protected for
the public and not just used up by the wedthy who can afford property
there.

no

Firm believer of preserving natural reasources, especidly forest.

They need to do something about West Vaco and other companies that
destroy our water.

no

Very rushed; afew times answered question before | completed
reading them; however, did hesitate quite awhile on those questions he
findly responded with as "neutrd”.

no

no

| think the people here are over worked and under paid.

none

Coadtline and tributaries are being used to benefit the few. Hehasa
problem with the longline fisherman and shrimp boats, they kill alot of
thefish

Growth isimportant and necesary for the area because it provides, but
there must be a baance between growth and our natural resources.
Adhley River is cleaner than it was 20 years ago and tourism generates
alot of revenue but it only benefits a sdlect few; Charleston has gotten
too commercid; it isnot for the people of Charleston.

Like to see everything be protected-too much is going on with
development.

Fed that the port areas should be lft done-fed that if someone owns
property they should be dlowed to do what they want-like to protect
the anima s too.

More tourism!!! Study how to make more money-so they can build
another bridge. Improve the culturd attractions-Be proud of the Civil
War.



20049 COMMENT

40070 COMMENT
40071 COMMENT
50060 COMMENT
40072 COMMENT
20051 COMMENT

10042 COMMENT

60079 COMMENT

They should get rid of the mongtrosity of a courthouse and put money
into fixing up the area.

none

none

Want more enforcement of laws that we have now.

none

The forestry are doing a good job, the forestry area should continue to
grow.

| agree with preserving natural resource; should be better hunting
regtrictions.

Hope that we are able to accomplish what we want to accomplish.



